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The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

In the instant specification and claims, appUcant use "~" to define the ranges and the 
examiner is interpreting this to mean the same thing as "-" (i.e. the values disclosed for the 
ranges are the two exact values defined and not approximates). 

It is to be noted that a new rejection has been applied to clearly show that the claimed 
surfactant is known, thus this action is made non final. 

Claims 1-2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Xu et al. (659) in 
view of Li (252) and/or Akahori et al. (206) and fiirther in view of Maeno et al. (349). 

Xu et al. teaches in the abstract and sections [0018]-[0032], a polishing composition 
comprising (1) colloidal silica having a primary particle size of 35 nm and a secondary particle 
size of 70 nm, (2) anmionia, (3) a cellulose based thickener (MW of 1,000,000), (4) a quaternary 
ammonium base and (5) water. The amounts of the individual components are defined based on 
a 20:1 or 40:1 dilution (with water). This reference teaches in section [0019], that a dispersant 
(i.e. surfactant) is used, however, is silent as to the use of the claimed specific surfactant (i.e. 
dispersant). 

Li teaches in section [0057] benefits of using surfactants (nonionic) is polishing 
compositions. 
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Akahori et al. teaches in sections [0040], [0045] and [0047] that the inclusion of a 
dispersing agent (nonionic surfactant) in amounts of 0.01-2% are known for the benefit of 
optimizing the dispersibility of the abrasive particles in polishing compositions. A well known 
dispersing agent is polyoxyethylenealkyl amine (ether by nature). 

Maeno et al. clearly teaches that sections [0024]-[0025] that polyoxyethylene alkyl (1-3 
carbon atoms) amine (ether by nature) surfactants are known to include a compound that 
includes the specifically claimed material. 

The use of a surfactant (in the claimed amount) in the composition according to the 
primary reference would have been obvious because it is extremely well known to add this 
component to polishing compositions in order to improve numerous aspects, including (1) to 
improve the stabilization of the slurry, (2) to improve wafer to wafer and within wafer 
uniformity, (3) to decrease defects, (4) to enhance post polish cleaning and (5) to improve the 
dispersibility of the abrasive particles. These benefits are clearly disclosed by Li in section 
[0057] and Akahori et al. in section [0047]. The benefits for using a surfactant in polishing 
composition, as defined above, clearly provide the necessary motivation for using this 
component in the composition according to the primary reference. In addition, the primary 
reference implies in section [0018] that the slurry is dispersed and one knows that improvements 
in dispersing of a slurry is accompUshed using a dispersant (i.e. surfactant). The skilled artisan 
would have thus appreciated that any well known surfactant, such as, the one defined by Akahori 
et al. can be used. 

With respect to the specific surfactant used, although not literally defined by Akahori et 
al., this reference teaches that a well known dispersing agent (surfactant) is polyoxyethylenealkyl 
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amine (ether by nature) and thus provides the necessary motivation to use any and all of such 
polyoxyethylenealkyl amine surfactants known in the surfactant art, including the well known 
version of the claimed material, as is clearly outlined by Maeno et al. in sections [0024]-[0025]. 
In as much as this reference is not directed to polishing, this is immaterial because this reference 
has merely been used to establish that the claimed material is a well known surfactant (i.e. 
dispersant) irrespective of what the composition is that it is used for. In other words, Maeno et 
al. clearly teaches that the claimed surfactant is known and it is the examiners position that the 
skilled artisan would have clearly appreciated that this surfactant is not only applicable to 
detergent compositions but any compositions that polyoxyethylenealkyl amine (ether by nature) 
surfactants are known to be used in and since Akahori et al., which is directed to poUshing, 
teaches that polyoxyethylenealkyl amine (ether by nature) surfactant are known to be used in the 
polishing art, the skilled artisan would have appreciated that any of such polyoxyethylenealkyl 
amine (ether by nature) surfactants can be applied. Finally, the interchangeability of known 
surfactants is clearly within the scope of the skilled artisan absence critical evidence. 

With respect to the individual amounts of (1) colloidal silica, (2) antmionia, (3) cellulose 
and (4) a quaternary ammonium base, the primary reference defines the amounts based on a 20:1 
or 40: 1 dilution (with water). A reference can be used for all it teaches, thus the reference can be 
used for its teaching of a composition comprising the above components prior to dilution (i.e. 
intermediate composition). With this in mind, when the amounts of components are calculated 
prior to dilution, the reference teaches amounts for all the components which fall within the 
claimed values. 
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With respect to claim 5, since the composition is the same, it is the examiners position 
that the viscosity value of the composition will also be the same as that claimed absent evidence 
to the contrary. 

With respect to the use or DI water, although not literally defined, the use of this type of 
water is well within the scope of the skilled artisan in order to minimize or eliminate 
contamination from the medium. 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/18/08 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In as much as a new rejection has been applied, the examiner will comment of applicants 
remarks that are pertinent to the above rejection. 

Applicants argue that Xu et al. (A) discloses that a dispersant (i.e. surfactant) is optional 
and (B) discloses that the dispersion is done using stirring or ultrasonic dispersion and thus there 
would be no reason to include a dispersant in the composition of this reference. The examiner 
disagrees because (1) the statement that dispersing is optional does not means that no dispersing 
takes place (an optional limitation does not exclude the presence thereof), (2) the techniques 
defined by the reference are defined as examples and it is well known that a reference is not only 
limited the examples defined therein, thus it is the examiner position that one skilled in the art 
would have clearly appreciated that other known dispersing techniques, such as with the use of a 
dispersant, can be applied, (3) it is the examiners position that in the techniques defined by the 
reference, one skilled in the art would have appreciated that a dispersant is added to optimize the 
dispersion properties, (4) as defined above, one skilled in the art would have appreciated and 
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found obvious the use of a surfactant (in the claimed amount) in the composition according to the 
primary reference because it is extremely well known to add this component to polishing 
compositions in order to improve numerous aspects, including (i) to improve the stabilization of 
the slurry, (ii) to improve wafer to wafer and within wafer uniformity, (iii) to decrease defects, 
(iv) to enhance post polish cleaning and (v) to improve the dispersibility of the abrasive particles 
(these benefits are clearly disclosed by Li in section [0057] and Akahori et al. in section [0047] 
and said benefits for using a surfactant in polishing compositions, as defined above, clearly 
provide the necessary motivation for using this component in the composition according to the 
primary reference) and (5) Xu et al. clearly teaches in line 6 of section [0019] that a dispersant is 
used. 

In view of point (5) above, applicants arguments that this reference does not suggest the 
use of a dispersant (surfactant) are not persuasive. 

With respect to point (3) above, applicants provide no evidence that in the above 
techniques, no dispersant whatsoever is used. 

With respect to Li et al. applicants appear to argue that this reference teaches the benefits 
associated with the use of an ionic surfactant and not a nonionic surfactant. This is not 
persuasive because the reference clearly teaches in section [0057] that the surfactants are 
nonionic and although ionics are more effective, a reference can be used for all it realistically 
teaches and this reference does teach the benefits of using all nonionic surfactants (see line 4). 

With respect to Akahori et al. applicants would appear to be arguing that since this 
reference is directed to ceria abrasive slurries and the other references are directed to silica 
abrasive slurries, the use of siirfactants for one type of slurry (i.e. ceria) would not be applicable 
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to the other type of slurry (silica). This is not persuasive because applicants provide no evidence 
or clear reasoning that would suggest to one skilled in the art that surfactants used for ceria 
slurries cannot be used for silica slurries and visa versa. The examiner acknowledges the 
different properties (i.e. hardness) associated with the individual abrasives, however, it is the 
examiners position that a surfactant for one type of abrasive slurry can also be used for another 
type of abrasive slurry, as would be apparent from section [0057] coupled with section [0074] of 
Li et al. which discloses that the nonionic surfactants are known to be used with either silica 
abrasive slurries or ceria abrasive slurries. The function of a surfactant is to improve the 
dispersion of the slurries and it is the examiners position that it is not dependent upon the 
abrasive used (i.e. surfactants can be used interchangeably in ceria or silica slurries and 
applicants provide no evidence to the contrary). 



With respect to the combination, applicants specifically present arguments against the 
specific surfactant claimed. Since a new rejection addressing this aspect has been provided, no 
further contmient is deemed necessary. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael A. Marcheschi whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1374. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00-5:30) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry Lorengo can be reached on (571) 272-1233. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained fi-om either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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